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Changes in Admissions Work Arising
from the New Social Work Degree in
England
Jill Manthorpe, Jo Moriarity, Shereen Hussein,
Endellion Sharpe, Martin Stevens, Joan Orme,
Gillian MacIntyre, Pam Green Lister & Beth R. Crisp
The business of admissions to higher education in England is a significant task for academic
and support staff. This paper draws on the Evaluation of the New Social Work Degree
Qualification in England (2004–2008) to describe the changes in admissions work for social
work staff in higher education associated with the change from diploma to a degree level
qualification for entry to the profession; to report how staff involved in admissions work are
managing these changes; and to identify elements of admissions processes that are perceived
to be fulfilling the new requirements of the degree and those which are identified as more
problematic. The article draws on two telephone/email surveys of a national sample of
social work programmes and on face-to-face in-depth interviews with a sample of teaching
staff from nine social work programmes in six higher education institutions undertaken
during 2005–2007. The work of admissions staff is rarely scrutinised in studies of higher
education or specifically in social work programmes: this article discusses the spectrum of
approaches. It recommendsmonitoring of the outcomes of practices in admissions work that
are recasting Department of Health Requirements as the minimum.
Keywords: Social Work Education; Admissions; Recruitment; Students;
Professional Training
Background
Although recruitment and selection take up a considerable amount of time for staff
working on social work programmes, commentators (Taylor and Balen, 1995;
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Holmstro¨m and Taylor, 2008a) have noted the surprisingly few studies of admissions
to social work programmes. Of those that exist, most have been small scale or have
been undertaken outside the United Kingdom (UK).
Taylor and Balen (1995) observed that the social work literature on applications and
recruitment has tended to centre, firstly, upon methods to determine the quality of
applicants and secondly, the role of admissions staff as ‘gatekeepers’ to the profession.
Lafrance and Gray (2004), for instance, argue that social work educators in Canada
make critical decisions about who should be admitted to the profession and not just to
a course of study and Ryan et al. (1998), in an Australian study, likewise maintain that
gatekeeping to professional programmes needs a wider orientation than simple
scrutiny of academic qualifications. A specific aspect of the gatekeeping role has been
the devising of ways to identify applicants’ ‘suitability’ for the profession. This involves
putting in place national requirements into local systems that require potential
applicants to confirm aspects of suitability such as reliability or trustworthiness (see
Currer, 2008), some of which are contested. The requirement for social work
applicants to pre-disclose criminal convictions in the UK has led, over time, to a
decrease in the number of students with criminal convictions applying for social work
training, even when the offence is not one that would have prohibited them from
making an application (Perry, 2004). The formal investigation into nursing, teaching
and social work by the Disability Rights Commission (2007) observed the potential for
discrimination in admissions processes as higher education institutions (HEIs)
(universities and colleges of higher education) sought to ‘gatekeep’ entry to their
professions.
A further challenge for social work educators, as one Australian study has noted, has
been not simply to satisfy the HEI that applicants have met the required academic
standards, but to ensure that they possess the personal qualities necessary to be good
social workers (Gibbons et al., 2007).
Taylor and Balen (1995) also identified a countervailing tradition, that of the role of
the admissions process as lowering perceived institutional barriers to acceptance on
social work programmes that certain potential applicants may face. The literature
reports a variety of efforts to attract different types of applicants, such as people from
black and minority ethnic groups (Pink, 1991, for example) or applicants with
disabilities (Crawshaw, 2002, for example), some of which are located in the
admissions processes in social work specifically or in broader widening participation
initiatives in a HEI. Other reports of admissions processes reveal local discretion about
certain types of applicants, for example, students who are being sponsored by
employers may be favoured because some elements of suitability are taken as already in
place, such as commitment to the profession and knowledge of the social work role
(Harris et al., 2008).
With the advent of the new degree in England, replacing the former diploma level
qualification, Holmstro¨m and Taylor (2008a, 2008b) have argued that the complexity
of the admission process has increased, given the prominence in the Requirements for
Social Work Training (Department of Health, 2002) to the recruitment and selection
process. These set out detailed criteria for the recruitment and selection of students
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that must be met before a person can be offered a place on a social work programme.
HEIs have to:
. Satisfy themselves that all entrants have the capability to meet the required standards
by the end of their training and that they possess appropriate personal and
intellectual qualities to be social workers.
. Ensure that, in addition to the university’s own admission requirements for the
degree, all entrants have achieved at least Key Skills level 2 in English and
mathematics. This would normally be equivalent to grade C in the GCSE
examination in English and mathematics, often taken at secondary school by pupils
aged 16 years.
. Satisfy themselves that all entrants can understand and make use of written material
and are able to communicate clearly and accurately in spoken and written English.
. Ensure that, as part of the selection procedures, all candidates admitted for training
have taken part in an individual or group interview.
. Ensure that representatives of stakeholders, particularly service users and employers,
are involved in the selection process. (Department of Health, 2002, p. 2)
This article considers the how these changes have impacted on the work of those
centrally involved in the process of recruitment and selection—admissions tutors.
Methods and Design
This article aims to explore how the move to degree level professional social work
education and training from diploma level was implemented in the area of admissions
by drawing on the experiences of academic staff who are key to this process. While
some of the changes could have been implemented without the move to degree level
qualification, the lever of the new degree provided a spur to many of the changes
identified [see Evaluation of the Social Work Degree Qualification in England Team
(2008) for a fuller discussion of the changes of the new degree]. Although staff may
have specific titles for this aspect of their work, in this article the term ‘admissions
tutors’ is used, although it is rarely the full extent of an academic’s role. In order to
respect confidentiality, details of the tutors, such as gender, professional and academic
career, ethnicity, and so on, are not reported.
The evaluation of the new social work degree in England on which this article draws
was a multi-method study [for details of the methods and design see Evaluation of the
Social Work Degree Qualification in England Team (2008)]. Elements included a set of
case studies in six sites, each being a HEI offering undergraduate or postgraduate
social work qualifying programmes. The sites were selected randomly from a list of all
HEIs offering social work qualifying programmes, with the only criteria for selection
being to ensure geographical variation. Two surveys of HEIs offering social work
qualifying programmes (the Fact Find) were also undertaken by telephone. These
surveys achieved response rates of 62 and 65%, respectively. In addition, the evaluation
included an online student survey and analysis of student data held by the regulatory
body for social work education, the General Social Care Council (GSCC). This article
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draws on and combines data related to the work of admissions, mainly interviews with
admissions tutors in the six case study sites and the telephone survey of HEIs (the Fact
Find). Interviews were conducted face-to-face using a semi-structured schedule,
recorded and transcribed, and their analysis was assisted by a computer package,
NVivo. A first set of interviews (Time One) took place in 2005–2006 and Time Two
interviews were completed in 2006–2007. This follow up design enabled the
evaluation team to learn of changes in the implementation period of the new degree.
Taken together, the two sets of data sources combined the advantages of telephone
interviews in terms of speed and ability to reach a geographically dispersed set of
respondents (Carr and Worth, 2001) with the advantages of face-to-face in-depth
interviews in terms of providing rich and illuminating data (Mason, 2002; Robson,
2002). Data from both sets of interviews were analysed thematically in order to make
comparisons and contrasts (Gilbert and Thomas, 2001). The analyses also sought to
capture the complexities of interviewees’ perspectives and the way in which they
simultaneously maintained multiple points of view (Gubrium and Holstein, 2003), for
example, as gatekeepers to the profession and proponents of the widening
participation agenda, by considering their work on admissions with the other
demands of their work.
Findings
Managing Admissions Work
All the admissions tutors in the case study sites and the HEIs surveyed reported an
increase in the number of applications to social work programmes. One site had been,
in the words of the admissions tutor, ‘inundated’ by over 800 applications for a
programme on which there were only 30 places. At another, there were 308
applications for only 55 places. Some 74% (n ¼ 37) of HEIs responding to the 2006–
2007 Fact Find reported an increase in applications, 18% (n ¼ 9) stated that they had
remained the same, and just 8% (n ¼ 4) had experienced a decrease. As another study
suggests, this decline may be linked to the sharp drop in employment-based students
(existing staff funded by their employers to study on a full- or part-time basis)
following a sudden peak in these students during the final years of the Diploma in
Social Work (DipSW) to benefit from the shorter qualifying period (Harris et al.,
2008). Overall, 85% (n ¼ 45) of respondents to the 2006–2007 Fact Find expected to
fill all the places on their social work programmes in 2006–2007 and 68% (n ¼ 36) of
the programmes on which information was available had not needed to use the central
Universities and Colleges Admissions Service (UCAS) clearing system linking
candidates who had been unsuccessful in their HEI choice with HEIs who had been
unable to fill their vacancies. The increases in applicants were attributed to removing a
‘cap’ on the places made available and to the extension of student bursaries to
undergraduates.
Based on the number of applications that respondents to the 2006–2007 Fact Find
reported receiving, the mean number of applications per place on full time college
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based undergraduate programmes was eight (SD ¼ 6), while the equivalent for
postgraduate programmes was 17 (SD ¼ 14). As there were almost twice as many
undergraduate programmes (n ¼ 49) as postgraduate ones (n ¼ 24) and because the
mean number of places on undergraduate programmes was 53 (SD ¼ 21) compared
with 33 (SD ¼ 11) on postgraduate ones, it may be that this difference simply reflects
the fact that there are fewer postgraduate places overall. The reason why these ratios
are large is that one UCAS applicant can make up to a maximum of five applications so
the ratio of applications to acceptances will always be higher than the ratio of
applicants to acceptances. For some programmes the application to acceptance ratio
had risen to unprecedented levels, with one undergraduate programme receiving 44
applications for each place. Not surprisingly, it was struggling to continue its former
practice of interviewing most applicants and rejected over half of applicants on the
basis of their initial applications. In the opinion of the admissions tutor, the
Department of Health (DH) Requirements had greatly aided this decision making by
clarifying expectations.
Administering the Admissions Process
The admissions process was regarded as important but increasingly complicated and
time consuming. An admissions tutor in one of the case study sites explained:
So the admissions process here is complex; it’s labour intensive, both for the
applicants and for [staff members].
Words such as ‘heavy’ and ‘onerous’ were used to describe the specific tasks of
admissions tutors. Their responsibilities involved ensuring admissions targets were
met, although this involved a ‘balancing act’ of not over- or under-recruiting, and the
smooth running of the processes, referred to as a ‘nightmare’ by one tutor. They
described tensions over maintaining departmental control over admissions levels in
order to protect the quality of the programme and the HEI’s desire to increase overall
student numbers. In one case study site the admissions tutor acknowledged that the
social work programme was one of the few courses at their HEI to retain a personal
tutor system (where each student has a named member of staff who may provide
academic and personal support) and that this would not be sustainable if there was
relentless expansion of student numbers. Staff had argued with the HEI, so far
successfully, that this caution was necessary to maintain the high levels of progression
and programme quality. Nonetheless, in one site the admissions tutor admitted that
there were ‘quite a lot of pressures to change things’ from the HEI, such as increasing
still further the numbers of students in each year to take account of room for growth
arising from the extra funding for student places.
In some case study sites, one member of staff was responsible for all admissions—
under- and postgraduate and employment-based courses; in others, some
responsibility was shared within the academic team. Admissions tutors also had
other tasks, as one tutor summarised in his/her case:
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. Being module leader for a core module, with overall responsibility, running module
seminars.
. Being personal tutor for a group of students during academic study and while on
placement.
. Teaching on other modules.
. Teaching on another professional programme within the HEI.
. Doing research for a PhD.
. Promoting the social work programme though liaison with schools/colleges and the
wider HEI.
Another admissions tutor noted that the work was pressurised and that this had
negative implications for their abilities to do ‘more research and scholarly activities’. It
was ruefully noted that professors would rarely do admissions work, or take on
extensive responsibilities in assessment work. Administrative support varied. In one
HEI, 10 hours of administrative support per week were allocated to admissions tasks
to support the academic member of staff, but this was taken up by shortlisting and the
considerable ongoing communications with applicants. In addition to the processes
illustrated in Box 1, in this HEI shortlisted applicants were sent information on
interviews, a reading list to help them prepare for interview and the mock maths test.
In another site, the HEI had recently agreed to appoint an administrative worker to
help the social work department with admissions and placements in light of the extra
numbers of students that had placed ‘huge’ demands on the social work lecturers. Here
the admissions tutor noted that social work was viewed ‘quite nicely’ by the HEI
because of its high numbers of applications. In contrast, another admissions tutor felt
Box 1 Summary of Admissions Processes in a Case Study Site
1. All applicants at least 18 years on 1 July in year of entry—applications form
checked to verify this.
2. Shortlisting based on written application—must show how used previous
experience to understand social work role and task.
3. Selected through interview—opportunity to demonstrate can communicate
well in spoken English and to demonstrate ability to work alongside others with
sensitivity and understanding/preparedness for study.
4. At least Key Skills Level 2 in English and mathematics, normally equivalent to
GSCE grade C required. Mathematics test held on day of interview for those
without equivalent.
5. Interviews with academic staff and service users and carers, agency partners
contributing.
6. If health conditions declared request to sign consent form so HEI can contact
General Practitioner (or other) to establish if physically and mentally fit to work
in social work.
7. Post interview and prior to confirmation of offer—current disciplinary and
Criminal Records Bureau check.
Social Work Education 709
D
o
w
n
lo
ad
ed
 B
y:
 [
De
ak
in
 U
ni
ve
rs
it
y]
 A
t:
 0
3:
26
 2
 F
eb
ru
ar
y 
20
11
that resources in the HEI to support widening participation activities had not been
devolved to the social work department, despite its successes in this area and its heavy
administration loads, adding:
I’m just very fortunate to have a very good admin worker, (who does) above and
beyond what she should, . . . If I didn’t have someone as committed and hard
working as her, I’d be really struggling.
The admissions process for some was further complicated by the move in the
management of applications from the Social Work Admissions Service to the UCAS, as
the following tutor observed:
The application forms that we get are basically the forms that are used for
undergraduate admissions . . . they aren’t really designed for the postgraduate social
work application process.
The evaluation noted that the new social work degree has not led to a diminution of
postgraduate programmes or their applicants (Evaluation of the Social Work Degree
Qualification in England Team, 2008) and so these complexities are likely to remain.
Operationalising the DH Requirements
Two of the six case study sites ran their own tests for candidates who did not possess
the required Key Skills Level 2 qualifications in mathematics and English, a practice
that was shared in just over a quarter (n ¼ 13) of HEIs responding to the 2006–2007
Fact Find. Of those HEIs on which we had information, almost a third (n ¼ 15) simply
did not accept applicants without these qualifications. A further stricture imposed by
one of the case study sites required all applicants to sit a maths test on the grounds that
a maths qualification that might have been gained some time ago might not mean that
a person remained numerate. A test for all applicants was part of ‘treating everybody
the same because that hopefully is fair’. The admissions tutor of the programme
concerned said the maths test data from this ‘natural experiment’ were being evaluated
to draw conclusions.
Many programmes simultaneously tried to ensure that the Department of Health
numeracy and literacy entry requirements were met while continuing to support
students whose previous levels of educational attainment did not reflect their potential
ability to become an effective social worker. As noted above, one sent out a mock test in
order to prepare candidates, another described a less common conditional approach:
On occasions, we do have an application from a mature candidate who possesses
significant social care experience underpinned by a vocational qualification such as
NVQ3 [National Vocational Qualification typically undertaken in health and social
care by social care workers]. In these instances, if they otherwise meet the
requirements for a place on the programme, we make an offer conditional on the
attainment of Key Skills Level 2 literacy and/or numeracy and advise them to contact
Learndirect [the government funded agency aimed at improving basic skills].
However, only a small number (n ¼ 5) of those surveyed in the HEI Fact Find used
such ways of ensuring that applicants met the literacy and numeracy requirements. In
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most HEIs, if applicants did not fulfil minimal requirements their applications were
filtered out at an early stage, or later on, such as on the failure of the maths test.
Nonetheless, some discretion existed around other aspects of the DH Requirements.
Respondents to the Fact Find suggested that while evidence of previous experience
continued to be important in confirming that an applicant was aware of the social
work role, the ways in which it was defined had broadened; now voluntary work and
personal experiences of using services or caring for another person were viewed as
being both relevant and valuable:
We interpret this quite loosely—it can be voluntary work or time as a carer. It’s more
about how they recognise their previous experience.
Other Selection Procedures
Box 2 notes the existence of an ‘admissions written exercise’. Nearly half, 44%
(n ¼ 15), of HEIs taking part in the Fact Find asked applicants to provide a written
example of their work. More formal written tests were used in some HEIs to assess
Box 2 Summary of Paper/Electronic Selection Material Devised and Scrutinised by
Admissions Tutors and Colleagues (Case Study Site)
. Selection form: in which documentation checked.
. Application form: in which candidate asked about understanding of social work;
how candidate’s life experiences and values would lead him or her to believe he
or she could be an effective social worker. Checked.
. Shortlisting form: in which DH Requirements clearly shown. Criteria graded:
education; literacy; knowledge of social work; relevant experience, attitudes and
values; evidence of learning potential.
. Interviews using common schedule in which candidates asked: why decided to
become a social worker; what do social workers do; previous experiences;
imagine meeting someone for the first time who was upset—what would help
and hinder; what form of discrimination has he/she come across—what
happened and how did he/she respond to it; how deals with stress; positive
helping experience; experience that did not go so well; example of book, article,
TV programme, Internet site relevant to social work.
. Admissions written exercise: case studies with questions, graded according to
criteria.
. Referee tracing form: the results of which may lead to follow up.
. Disclosure form (criminal convictions): the result of which may lead to further
interviews and follow up of references, communication with agencies, GSCC
and the security or equivalent services at HEI.
. Self-declaration of health form: the results of which may lead to contact with
health professionals, the disability service at the HEI, the GSCC.
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literacy and communication skills, as well as applicants’ potential to benefit from a
social work course:
I mean one thing we loved about the Department of Health Requirements is the fact
that we had to assess people’s literacy. We already did that here . . . but the fact that
we’ve got the Department of Health backing on that is really helpful . . . We [even]
make [postgraduate applicants] sit a literacy test.
The most frequent procedure in the ‘other’ category was asking students to
comment on video footage, either through group discussion or as a written exercise.
Other requirements included that of asking postgraduate applicants to provide a
‘practice testimonial’ from their workplaces.
Box 1 above uses extracts from the programme specification document of one case
study site to illustrate how one HEI operationalised the DH Requirements in practice.
Box 2 provides brief descriptions of the considerable paper and electronic materials
created to meet and go beyond different aspects of the DH Requirements.
Changes to Admission Processes
Selection procedures fulfilled DH Requirements but not uniformly since they were
adapted to meet departmental preferences and capacity. Some 41% (n ¼ 21) of HEIs
participating in the 2006–2007 Fact Find had changed their selection procedures since
starting the social work degree, but many had not, on the grounds that the Rules and
Requirements for the former DipSW (Central Council for Education and Training in
Social Work, 1995) already included detailed information on entry requirements and
selection procedures. This comment encapsulated the gradual and multifaceted types
of change:
[We have] tightened up in what is asked in reference requests, asking directly for specific
pieces of information like attendance, punctuality, reliability, health. Amended
questions so as not to disadvantage new, younger applicants. Introduced lunches,
student advisory/disability services available on interview day and optional tours of
campus, as some candidates had not gone to an open day. Far more service users are
involved in interviewing as more [are] trained each year. Criteria are different from old
DipSW in that health [check is] included and less pre-course experience [is] required.
Box 2 draws together the material used in the selection of applicants in one case
study site. Table 1 summarises the selection procedures used in the HEIs responding to
the 2004–2005 Fact Find. Some admissions tutors played a central role in all stages of
the processes, with one tutor, for example:
. Reviewing all UCAS (application) forms.
. Making decisions on interview invitations.
. Co-ordinating and presenting information to candidates on the selection day.
. Interviewing half the applicants.
. Double checking the written work submitted by applicants.
. Making decisions on borderline cases.
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Admissions tutors occupied a central part in the running of the department,
although they acknowledged that this work was not particularly high status. When
asked if they had chosen to be the departmental admissions tutor, one explained:
. . . well, there weren’t that many of us (staff), so probably I was the last one to get
much of a say . . . and having done it now for two years I understand why nobody
else was that keen (laughs) . . . but it’s kind of all right, I shall just keep it for a little
longer . . . you kind of get wiser the more you do it.
Interviews
As mentioned earlier, it is a DH Requirement that applicants cannot be offered a place
without attending an individual or group interview. In practice, Table 1 shows that
many HEIs participating in the Fact Find went beyond this minimum requirement:
91% of HEIs (n ¼ 41) for which information was available asked applicants to take
part in an individual interview while the remaining four HEIs used group but
not individual interviews. A third of HEIs expected applicants to take part in both an
individual and group interview. Group interviews were used not just to test an
individual’s suitability for the programme but also to consider his or her ability to
work with others. Interview practices varied but, as described below, the final decision
was not necessarily in the hands of the interviewers.
Service User and Stakeholder Involvement
Before the new degree began, HEIs were at different starting points in terms of service
user and carer involvement (Levin, 2004; General Social Care Council, 2005). Around
three-quarters of HEIs taking part in the 2004–2005 Fact Find involved service users
and carers in applicants’ interviews. Around a fifth (n ¼ 9) asked service users and
Table 1 HEI Reports on Selection Procedures (Fact Find 2004–2005)
N Percent of responses Percent of cases*
Individual interview 41 32 91
Group interview 19 15 42
Service user and carer involvement 34 26 76
Written statement or test 20 15 44
Other procedure 15 12 33
Total responses 130 100 286
Note: * This table is based upon multiple responses so the total percent of cases in the final column
exceeds 100%. The count (N) column represents the total number of respondents reporting that
change. The ‘percent of cases’ is the percentage of interest, since it indicates which percentage of the
respondents reporting using at least one of these selection methods had used that particular change.
The total (130) of procedures reported is greater than the number of HEIs taking part in the 2004–
2005 Fact Find providing this information (n ¼ 42), meaning that only 24% (n ¼ 10) of
participating HEIs used only an interview from which to select applicants, and that another 34%
(n ¼ 14) used two of the three methods (interview, written test, other procedure) and another 34%
(n ¼ 14) used all three.
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carers to help draw up the interview questions or help with shortlisting, and just one
asked them to ‘meet and greet’ candidates. Most commonly, an interview panel
consisted of one of the social work teaching staff, a service user or carer, and a
practitioner from a partner agency. These figures possibly underestimate the current
state of service user and carer involvement because they are based on data collected in
2004–2005. When informants in the case study sites were re-interviewed in 2007–
2008, one informant compared the situation in 2005 with what had happened since:
Things were only just starting at that point [in 2005] and we have increased the
involvement of service users. So there has been an increase in the amount of
involvement of service users in the delivery of the programme, and for the first time
we have had service users involved in the interviewing of candidates.
However, involving service users and carers in interviews is resource and
administratively intensive. Admissions tutors helped set up these arrangements but
they also described their later role in decision making about borderline cases and in
comparing the recommendations of interview panels with the results of the written tests:
Sometimes I’m a bit tighter than some of my colleagues who, you know, simply do
an interview . . . there is no point is setting people up (to fail). We have more
applicants than we have places so we’re making quite difficult choices sometimes.
Others described making compromises to reflect the need to manage within
resources. One admissions tutor recounted the ‘labour intensive’ nature of organising
about 15 days of interviewing for the service users and carers involved in the
programme. Payment and expenses were provided, but the department was not able to
expand the pool of users and carers it employed for financial reasons.
Discussion
Given the time and attention social work programmes devote to the admissions
process, surprisingly little has been written about the subject (Taylor, 2000) and so this
article provides new insights. While this absence makes it harder to compare the
impact of the degree and the revised DH Requirements upon application and selection
procedures, the experiences reported here centre on the work of admissions. The
evidence from admissions tutors taking part in the HEI Fact Find and the case studies
is that the advent of the degree and associated policy changes have led to a substantial
increase in applications for social work programmes and the work involved in
processing them. In giving HEIs a wider pool of applicants from which to select more
activity has been required to administer the processes. This work largely seems to be a
personal staff responsibility, bringing with it considerable commitment and pride in
doing the job well but at a cost of limiting expertise and restricting academic
development in other arenas. More work on the careers of social work academics
would be required to see if the role of admissions tutor was a stepping-stone to
promotion, or marginalised particular staff.
Social work educators, in common with their counterparts on all professional
qualifying programmes, do not make selections on the evidence of applicants’
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academic credentials alone, but also on the grounds of their ‘suitability’ for a
programme leading to a professional qualification. The evidence presented here shows
that these responsibilities were taken very seriously and that the overwhelming
majority of programmes appeared to set stringent selection procedures in which
applicants were tested and scrutinised in several different ways. The metaphor of
gatekeeping to the profession remains appropriate. A process of team deliberation
constructed the evidence or experience base for many of the decision-making
processes within departments, but making the process workable was a key task that
was often personally shouldered. There is a need to see which forms of admissions
processes work most effectively, in light of the investment involved and, more
importantly, to see if they are effective in recruiting students who go on to qualify, and
to stay in the profession. Such work has been undertaken in other professional
programmes, such as nursing (Sadler, 2003) where completion of the programme
appears to be linked to applicant characteristics, such as their internalisation of the
role of a nurse even at application stage. Social work will have to build up its own
evidence base because we found little evidence of ways in which causal links are made
between different types of admissions processes and their outcomes. Training and the
development of explicit rating criteria to enhance reliability and validity might be
usefully explored and adopted (see Salvatori, 2001). Moreover, HEIs may not be
convinced that the multilayers of decision-making and desires to go beyond DH
Requirements are justified on cost effectiveness and pedagogical grounds. The lack of
research is telling when the importance of the admissions process upon social work
education itself is considered and the four areas we identify for research above, namely
the management of administrative tasks within higher education and research; the
effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of different models of admissions practices; the
links between processes and outcomes; and last the reliability and consistency of
decision making. There are no doubt many other areas of interest and we have
reported (Manthorpe et al., in press) on the views of students about admissions
systems; to this might usefully be added the perspectives of applicants who have been
unsuccessful in their applications.
Limitations of this Study
It is evident in the variety of admissions processes and management among the case
study sites that there are differences in administration, ethos and practices between
programmes and that these change over time. The generalisability of the findings
above is therefore limited. We have scrutinised the experiences of academic staff
involved in admissions activities, but there are others involved in this work, notably
administrative staff and HEI admissions personnel. Their experiences are worth
investigating to provide alternative or supplementary evidence about the level of work
involved and its costs, and how admissions processes at departmental or subject level
are shaped by wider HEI imperatives and contexts. Other parts of the evaluation
considered student perspectives on admissions processes and described the
applications processes in detail (see Evaluation of the Social Work Degree
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Qualification in England Team, 2008). Meta-analysis of HEI data with GSCC
inspection data might be fruitful in future studies.
Conclusions
Ways in which programmes implemented the DH Requirements have varied and this
analysis reveals that additional procedures such as group exercises and written tests are
commonplace and consume considerable staff resources. Stakeholders and service users
and carers play an important role in the selection of applicants but this involvement
requires managerial time as well as resources. Increased resources were being received to
support the admissions process in all case study HEIs but these were viewed as limited.
Thus, two streams of demand have combined to increase admissions work. First, although
form checking and administration have not changed radically with the arrival of the new
degree, the increase in applications has had major consequences for the time and resources
allocated to these procedures. For example, time-consuming aspects of the work, such as
Criminal Records Bureau (CRB) checks, were not a new requirement associated with the
degree because CRB checks were also undertaken with DipSW students (Central Council
for Education and Training in Social Work, 1995). Second, the DH Requirements have
been interpreted as minimal and many HEIs appear to be setting higher recruitment
standards, necessitating further investment in administration, communications and
deliberations. The outcomes of these deserve to be monitored.
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